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Sir: 



This Request for Review is filed in response to the final Office Action of April 13, 2009 
and the Advisory Action of June 1 8, 2009. 

Claims 1-25, were examined by the Office and claims 1-25 were rejected. 
Applicant respectfully requests review of the final rejection to the claims in view of the 
following discussion. The Office is believed to have committed clear error by failing to 
establish that 1) Levine, et al (US patent application publication 2003/0135327) 
(hereinafter Levine) anticipates claims 1-10 and 14-25 and 2) Levine in combination with 
Ellenby, et al (US patent application publication 2002/0140745) (hereinafter Ellenby) 
suggests claims 11-13. This Pre-Appeal Brief Request for Review is being submitted 
together with a Notice of Appeal. 



I hereby certify that this communication is being deposited with the United States Postal Service today, 
July 13. 2009 . in an envelope with sufficient postage as first-class mail addressed to the Commissioner 
of Patents, P.O. Box W^AIexandria. VA 22313-1450. 



Lissette Rami 




Attorney Docket No. 915-007.141 
Application Serial No. 10/534,012 

REMARKS 

Overview of the Present Invention 

The present invention as seen in Figures 1-3 is directed to providing for different 
presentations of information to a user depending upon the posture (i.e., orientation) of a 
device, such as a mobile phone 10. Figure 3 shows a mobile phone 10 having a display 
12 where the phone is fixed in a car stand which is connected to the dashboard of a car. 
When the phone is so positioned, its posture causes the display to present posture related 
information in a particular mode (in this case the mode shown in Figure 1 using a 
directional arrow 15). 

A second mode of presentation of information on the mobile phone is show in 
Figure 2 for simulating a floating 3-dimensional compass. Such a mode of presentation 
can be presented, for example, when the phone is tilted by the user. The apparatus, such 
as a mobile phone, comprises at least one processing component (such as a 3D 
magnetometer 51 as seen in Figure 5), so as to determine the current posture of the 
apparatus (phone). 

In summary, the apparatus therefore has at least one processing component 
configured to process data indicative of the current posture of an apparatus for enabling 
posture related presentation of information to a user via an output component (display), 
said processing including selecting one of at least two different modes of presentation 
(such as the modes shown in Figures 1 and 2) depending on the current posture of the 
apparatus. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S102 

Claims 1-10 and 14-25 are rejected under 35 USC §102(e) as anticipated in view of 
Levine. Levine is directed to a navigation system, such as for use on aircraft, which uses 
multiple sensors, including an Inertial Navigation System (INS), a GPS receiver, and a 3- 
Access Magnetometer (MAG). A microprocessor controls which data is used from the 
INS, GPS and MAG, as well as the trustworthiness of the specific sensor so as to use the 
sensor which is determined to be the most trustworthy (Levine, Abstract). Various terms 
are defined in Levine, including "Heading or True Heading" and "Magnetic Heading" 
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(paragraphs [0027-0030]). As discussed at paragraphs [0102] and [0103], the computing 
device determines the trustworthiness of the data received from the GPS, INS and IVIAG 
so as to determine which data to use. At paragraph [0104] it is disclosed that the 
computing device is able to improve the presentation of navigation information on display 
220 (see Figure 1). It is disclosed that a 2-dimensional map database could be used to 
show the craft on a map or a 3-dimensional display to show position of the craft relative to 
features of the terrain. The selecting of an operational mode is performed by keypad 210. 
Paragraph [0102] states: "...keypad 210 may be used to select from various operational 
modes, 

The Office asserts that the features of claim 1 are taught by Levine with specific 
reference to paragraphs [0027], [0030], and [0102]. Applicant respectfully disagrees since 
in none of the cited paragraphs nor elsewhere in Levine is there a disclosure or 
suggestion of a link between the current posture of an apparatus and a selected mode of 
presentation of information as required by claim 1. The Office asserts in the Advisory 
Action that Levine discloses such a relationship by: 

"...disclose depend on the nose of an aircraft is pointing in direction 
(current posture) (par.027-030), the computing device 110 is a digital 
signal processor so that signal conditioning of the outputs from various 
sensors can be implemented in software, IN ADDITION to interfacing the 
various sensors, the computing device also receives input [from] keypad 
(par.0102), the Examiner interprets that the device select mode of output 
can be implemented in software; alternatively, the device provides 
additional option for manually select mode of operation from the user 
input." (Advisory Action, page 2) 

Applicant disagrees since the Office appears to be arguing that there is on the one 
hand a computing device that receives a sensor input that can be used for determining a 
posture (presumably the posture or heading of the aircraft assuming that the navigation 
system is permanently mounted therein) and on the other hand, the possibility of selecting 
an operational mode, such as via keypad 210. Applicant respectfully disagrees that the 
fact that the computing device can select which of the sensors to use based on the 
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trustworthiness thereof in any way teaches or suggests determining what mode of display 
to show on display 220 based on the current posture of the apparatus. 

At paragraph [0102] Levine specifically mentions that keypad 210 may be used to 
select from various operational modes, enter or select way points and routes, select map 
scale, security code, flight and/or tail number, etc. Thus, in Levine, it is not the processing 
component (computing device 110) that performs selection of an operational mode based 
on posture of an apparatus as required by claim 1 of the present invention, but rather the 
user via keypad 210 selects an operational mode (not indicated as posture related). In 
short, Levine makes no suggestion that the selection of an operational mode and much 
less the selection of a mode of presentation may depend on input of any sensor indicating 
the current posture of the device. It is therefore clear that the operational mode can only 
be selected by a user via keypad 210 and not by computing device 110 depending on the 
current posture of the device. 

In summary, Levine does not disclose or suggest a processing component 
configured to process data indicative of the current posture of an apparatus and the 
processing including selecting one of at least two different modes of presentation 
depending on the current posture of the apparatus. Therefore, claim 1 is not anticipated 
or suggested by Levine. 

Independent claims 15, 24, and 25 all recite features corresponding to those 
discussed above with regard to claim 1. These claims are similarly not anticipated or 
suggested by Levine for the reasons presented above. All of the dependent claims are 
neither anticipated nor suggested by Levine taken alone or in combination with Ellenby at 
least in view of their ultimate dependency from independent claims which are allowable. 

Conclusion 

The rejection of the final Official Action having been shown to be inapplicable, 
withdrawal thereof is requested and passage to issue of the present application is 
earnestly solicited. 
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